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Abstract
The sharing economy offers consumers an alternative to ownership by exchanging value
through technology-based services. As sharing economy practices continue to emerge,
business scholars have only recently begun to study how cultural differences impact the
sharing economy. Specifically, few studies have examined individual cultural values.
Therefore, this study explores whether differences in cultural values, using Hofstede’s
cultural dimensions, account for consumers’ attitudes and participation in sharing
economy services (SES). Utilizing a survey, data was gathered from a total of 276
consumers from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk) who had previous experience with
Airbnb, a popular peer-to-peer accommodation SES. Multiple regression was used to test
the proposed hypotheses regarding an individual’s cultural values in relation to attitudes
and participation in SES. Results show that some, but not all, cultural values impact the
outcome variables. Specifically, Hofstede’s dimensions of long-term orientation and
indulgence positively influence a consumer’s attitudes and participation in sharing
economy services. Overall, the results of this research aim to further our understanding of
the sharing economy and its impact across cultures. To the author’s knowledge, this
research is one of the first papers to investigate the influence of cultural values in the
sharing economy at the individual level, as most research has only focused at the national
level.
Keywords: Sharing Economy, Sharing Economy Services, Cultural Values,
Hofstede’s, Peer-to-Peer, Collaborative Consumption, Access-based Consumption
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Chapter One: Introduction
In recent years, new alternative forms of consumption have emerged to give rise
to the sharing economy. The sharing economy, also known as collaborative consumption,
offers consumers an alternative to ownership of goods and services by sharing and
exchanging through online platforms (Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Habibi, Kim, &
Laroche, 2016; Hamari, Sjöklint, & Ukkonen, 2016). Businesses operating in the sharing
economy allow individuals and groups to share cars, homes, and skills (Botsman &
Rogers, 2010). More specifically, peer-to-peer sharing economy services (SES) enable
short-term exchanges between private individuals (Gupta et al., 2019). For example,
Airbnb is an online platform that connects local hosts with travelers who need a place to
stay. As the sharing economy industry grows, it is estimated to increase to $335 billion
by 2025 (PricewaterhouseCoopers, 2015).
Even with the growth of SES around the world, business scholars have only
recently begun to study how cultural differences impact SES. While many cultures
exhibit sharing practices, these practices vary in the manifestation and carry different
assumptions based on the meaning of the shared practice (Gupta et al., 2019). When it
comes to sharing and culture, there is no single prescription that can “be applied for
promoting [the sharing economy] across the globe” (Davidson, Habibi, & Laroche, 2018,
p. 370). Therefore, more research is needed in understanding the sharing economy from a
cultural perspective because people from different cultures adopt different values
(Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010) and beliefs (Belk, 2010) about sharing.
To the author’s knowledge, only two other studies have examined the role of
cultural differences in relation to the sharing economy. First, Davidson et al. (2018)
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investigated the role of materialism in the renting behaviors of Indian and American
consumers of a peer-to-peer ridesharing service. However, this study did not measure
cultural values, but instead, used the consumer’s origin as “a proxy to explain the
differences between Indian and American consumers,” (Gupta et al., 2019, p. 20).
Second, Gupta et al. (2019) examined the role of Hofstede’s cultural values on an
individual’s intention to participate in peer-to-peer services. While Gupta et al.’s study
provided evidence that cultural values do influence intentions to participate in SES, they
did not examine all of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions including long-term orientation and
indulgence (2019).
To date, studies have yet to determine to what extent cultural values influence
consumers’ attitudes and participation in SES. Thus, based on the discussion above, this
study is guided by the following research question: How do individual cultural values
influence attitudes and participation in sharing economy services?
Individual
Cultural Values

Attitudes and Participation in
Sharing Economy Services

Figure 1: Conceptual Model of Individual Cultural Values in SES

Because it is one of the first to investigate the influence of cultural values in the
sharing economy, this study hopes to provide further insights regarding individuals'
thoughts and behavior in SES. In the following sections, this study explores the previous
literature on the sharing economy and cultural values, followed by theory development
and hypothesis testing. Second, the chosen methodology used to collect and examine the
data is presented. After discussing the results, this paper concludes with contributions and
implications for both theory and practice.
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Chapter Two: Literature Review
Previous studies on the sharing economy have focused on the motivations to
participate in sharing economy services (SES) (Albinsson & Perera, 2012; Bardhi &
Eckhardt, 2012; Hamari, Sjöklint, & Ukkonen, 2016; Tussyadiah & Pesonen, 2015).
While research has shown that economic (i.e., monetary), environmental, and social
factors influence participation in the sharing economy (Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Hamari
et al., 2016; Tussyadiah & Pesonen, 2015), studies have yet to determine if cultural
differences play a role in influencing the consumers’ service outcomes, such as attitudes
and participation, in the sharing economy. Except for two recent studies (Davidson,
Habibi, & Laroche, 2018; Gupta et al., 2019), scant research has examined the connection
between cultural differences and the sharing economy. This paper aims to address this
gap by exploring how culture may play a role in SES.
Sharing Economy
The notion of the sharing economy has become a popular topic and global
phenomenon since Botsman and Rogers’ (2010) published work on the rise of
collaborative consumption (Economist, 2013). To date, the terms “sharing economy”
(Cusumano, 2015), “collaborative consumption” (Botsman & Rogers, 2010), and
“access-based consumption” (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012) have been used interchangeably
to describe how consumers utilize digital platforms to rent, exchange, and share goods
and services (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012; Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Hamari et al., 2016).
A key differentiator of peer-to-peer SES is that peer-to-peer sharing exchanges are
characterized as triadic rather than dyadic due to the actors involved (Benoit et al., 2017).
For instance, according to social exchange theory (Priporas et al., 2016), a platform

3

provider (e.g., Airbnb) enables and oversees the exchange for a fee, a peer service
provider (e.g., Airbnb host) grants access, and a customer (e.g., Airbnb guest) seeks
access to assets (Benoit et al., 2017). In other words, consumers must give up something
of value, whether monetary or otherwise, in order to receive access to a particular market
(Kim, Yoon, & Zo, 2016). As such, businesses operating in the sharing economy allow
individuals to share cars, tools, skills, and time with others through digital platforms
(Botsman & Rogers, 2010). People can economically benefit from sharing these unused
or underused assets, such as renting out an empty spare bedroom a few nights a week.
These online sharing platforms enable consumers to go from owning expensive assets,
like cars, to paying for them only when needed (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012).
Origins of the Sharing Economy. While the sharing economy has become an
increasingly popular buzz word over the past decade, the practice of sharing is as old as
human society (Belk, 2010). Belk (2007) defines sharing as “the act and process of
distributing something from others for our use” (p. 127). Sharing practices originate in
the home and occur between family members and close friends (Belk, 2010). For
instance, people will eagerly give friends a ride and invite them to stay in their spare
bedroom or on their couch. These same sharing practices now occur between strangers,
influencing people to rethink what sharing and ownership mean in the 21st century (Belk,
2014a).
The value of ownership is changing with the advent of the sharing economy
(Belk, 2014a). Traditionally, possessions have been uniquely linked to an individual’s
sense of self (Belk, 1988). For example, Belk (1988) explains that people aspire to own a
nice home, new car, good furniture, and the latest appliances to claim social recognition
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and status. In later research, however, Belk (2014a) states that increased access to
amenities has decreased the need to “own” certain goods. While some consumers still
agree that ownership denotes social status (Belk, 1988; PricewaterhouseCoopers, 2015),
others believe that having access to things is far more advantageous (Bardhi & Eckhardt,
2012; Belk, 2014; PricewaterhouseCoopers, 2015). For example, users of Zipcar, a
business-to-consumer car-sharing service, value the convenience of sharing a car over the
cost and hassle of owning a car (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012).
As people look for new ways to share, modern communication tools, such as Web
2.0 and social media, play an instrumental role in making sharing services highly
accessible (Habibi et al., 2017). These digital platforms provide sharing businesses with
the capacity to organize, commercialize, and capitalize on opportunities to make products
and services highly accessible (Habibi et al., 2017). Additionally, increasing
technological advancements reduced the transaction costs and paved the way for social
media (Botsman and Rogers, 2010; Schor & Fitzmaurice, 2015). As a result, these digital
innovations created a system of trust between strangers as uses continue to rate and
provide feedback on one another (Botsman and Rogers, 2010; Schor & Fitzmaurice,
2015). While the sharing economy began with the help of the Internet, the ongoing
success of the sharing economy can be attributed to three factors: 1) economic benefits,
2) social connections, and 3) environmental concerns (Benoit et al., 2017; Botsman &
Rogers, 2010).
Semantics of the Sharing Economy. While there are studies that focus on the
sharing economy and cultural values, they have yielded mixed findings. Some research
suggests social values and community are important influencers of participation in the
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sharing economy (e.g., Botsman & Rogers, 2010), while others find convenience and
lower cost to be important drivers (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012; Lamberton & Rose, 2012).
For example, Bardhi and Eckhardt (2012) found that customers of Zipcar sign up
primarily for ease of use. However, these findings may not apply to other services, like
tool-lending libraries, where community bonding is a key feature (Botsman & Rogers,
2010). In addition, a study by Gupta et al. (2019) found that collectivism has a significant
positive effect on consumers’ willingness to participate in the sharing economy, while
other research argues whether individualism and materialism inhibit or promote
participation (Belk, 2007; Davidson et al., 2018). Research to date has only begun to
explore how culture influences participation in the sharing economy.
Mixed results in the sharing economy literature could be partially attributed to no
universally accepted definition for the global phenomenon of sharing goods and services.
To date, scholars have created different terms to capture the various characteristics of the
sharing economy (e.g., Belk, 2014b; Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Cheng, 2016; Habibi,
Kim, & Laroche, 2016), which adds to the confusion demarcating what is a sharing
economy (see Table 1).
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Table 1: Sharing Economy Semantics
Author(s)

Term(s) Used

Definition

Albinsson &
Perera (2012)

Collaborative
Consumption

“how consumers rent, lend, and share goods and
services” (p. 302)

Bardhi &
Eckhardt
(2012)

Access-based
Consumption

“transactions that can be market mediated but where no
transfer of ownership takes place” (p.881)

Belk (2014a)

Collaborative
Consumption

Benoit el al
(2017)

Collaborative
Consumption

Botsman &
Rogers (2010)

Collaborative
Consumption

“traditional sharing, bartering, lending, trading, renting,
gifting, and swapping” (p. xv)

Cheng (2016)

Sharing economy,
Collaborative
Consumption,
Peer-to-Peer
Economy

“peer-to-peer sharing of access to underutilized goods
and services, which prioritizes utilization and
accessibility over ownership” (p. 61) (as seen in Schor &
Fitzmaurice, 2015)

Cusumano
(2015)

Sharing Economy

“web platforms that bring together individuals who have
underutilized assets with people who would like to rent
those assets short-term” (p. 32)

Davidson,
Habibi, &
Laroche
(2018)

Sharing Economy

“encourages shared access to products and services
over proprietorship (non-ownership consumption)” (p.
365)

Access Economy

“provides temporary access to consumption resources
for a fee or for free without a transfer of ownership” (p.
210)

Sharing Economy

“the Internet-mediated markets that enable individuals to
get temporary access to a product for a fee” (p. 21)

Sharing Economy

“an umbrella term for a wide range of nonownership
forms of consumption activities such as swapping,
bartering, trading, renting, sharing, and exchanging” (p.
113)

Eckhardt &
Bardhi (2016)

Gupta et al.
(2019)
Habibi,
Davidson, &
Laroche
(2017)

“people coordinating the acquisition and distribution of a
resource for a fee or other compensation… excludes
sharing activities [where] no compensation is involved”
(p. 1597)
“(1) triadic, between a platform provider, a peer service
provider and a customer; (2) no ownership transfer,
shorter periods of agreed consumption time of
underutilized assets from the peer service provider,
sequential use; (3) mediated through market
mechanisms” (p. 220)
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Hamari,
Sjoklint, &
Ukkonen
(2015)

Collaborative
Consumption

“the peer-to-peer-based activity of obtaining, giving, or
sharing the access to goods and services, coordinated
through community-based online services” (p. 2047) (as
seen in Albinsson & Perera, 2012; Belk, 2010; Botsman
& Rogers, 2010)

Lamberton &
Rose (2012)

Commercial
Sharing Programs

“marketer-managed systems that provide customers
with the opportunity to enjoy product benefits without
ownership” (p. 109)

Möhlmann
(2015)

Collaborative
Consumption,
Sharing Economy

Parente,
Geleilate, &
Rong (2017)

Sharing Economy

Zhang et al
(2018)

Sharing Economy

“makes use of online platforms to market owners’
underused tangible of intangible assets that can be
shared with non-owners” (p. 23)

Sharing Economy

“providing an alternative to ownership of goods and
services by exchanging offerings that have value for
consumers and peer providers through technologybased services”

Current Study

“takes place in organized systems or networks, in which
participants conduct sharing activities in the form of
renting, lending, trading, bartering, and swapping of
goods, services, transportation solutions, space, or
money” (p. 193)
“describe[s] different organizations that connect
users/renters and owner/providers through consumer-toconsumer (C2C) (e.g., Uber, Airbnb) or business-toconsumer (B2C) platforms, allowing rentals in more
flexible, social interactive terms (e.g., Zipcar, WeWork)”
(p. 52-53)
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Researchers have used inconsistent terminologies with various meanings (Bardhi
& Eckhardt, 2012; Belk, 2014; Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Habibi et al., 2016). Rachel
Botsman, an author and lead researcher in the sharing economy, first coined the term
“collaborative consumption” to describe how business practices like Airbnb,
Couchsurfing, Netflix, Zipcar, and eBay are connected (Botsman & Rogers, 2010).
According to Botsman (2013), collaborative consumption is the overall practice of
renting, lending, bartering, swapping, sharing, and gifting, while the sharing economy is
an economic model based on the sharing of underutilized assets. On the other hand,
Eckhardt and Bardhi (2015) argue that the sharing economy does not involve sharing and
should, instead, be renamed the “access economy” or “access-based consumption”
(Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012), where consumers pay to access someone else’s goods or
services for a particular amount on time. Hamari et al. (2016) limit collaborative
consumption and the sharing economy to only peer-to-peer business models where
consumers obtain, give, or share access to goods and services coordinated through
community-based online services.
To alleviate some of the semantic confusion surrounding the term “sharing
economy,” Habibi, Kim, and Laroche (2016) describe the sharing economy as a hybrid of
sharing and exchange. They developed a sharing/exchange continuum for the purpose of
calculating a sharing score, which determines how much a SES exhibits attributes of
sharing or exchange (Habibi et al., 2016). With “pure exchange” and “pure sharing” as its
two extremes, Habibi et al. (2016) propose that sharing economy practices exhibit
characteristics of both sharing and market exchange. According to Habibi et al. (2016),
“pure exchange” refers to an individual purchasing a product or service directly from a
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store, while “pure sharing” refers to traditional sharing practices with no monetary
exchange or expectations of reciprocity. Thus, peer-to-peer SES lie somewhere between
pure sharing and pure exchange (Habibi et al., 2016). Moreover, according to social
exchange theory (Priporas et al., 2016), the expectation of reciprocity is a characteristic
of SES that sets these practices apart from pure sharing (Proserpio, Xu, & Zervas, 2010).
For instance, Proserpio et al. (2018) demonstrate that Airbnb hosts (i.e., peer providers)
who are more reciprocal, or more accommodating towards guests, receive higher ratings.
In turn, higher rated Airbnb hosts can increase prices (Proserpio et al., 2010).
Similar to consumer-to-consumer channels, peer-to-peer sharing models involve a
triadic framework that consists of a platform (e.g., Airbnb), a peer provider (e.g., Airbnb
hosts), and a consumer (e.g., Airbnb guests) (Benoit et al., 2017). For example, both
Airbnb and Uber are peer-to-peer SES. While Airbnb and Uber operate in different
industries, they have similar business models that rely on peer-to-peer interactions
through digital platforms. Both Airbnb and Uber create social bonds between
participants, even though these platforms include monetary exchange for their services
(Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Habibi et al., 2016). For example, hosts and guests of Airbnb
must work together to calculate their length of stay and monetary compensation. The
same is true for Uber, where ordinary drivers provide a ride for passengers in return for a
fee. Uber also conducts background checks on drivers to ensure passenger security.
Additionally, each car and driver are different, ensuring a unique experience for
passengers (Habibi et al., 2017).
In a similar vein, Belk (2014b) states that collaborative consumption must be
separated into true and pseudo-sharing practices. True sharing involves no transfer of
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ownership, pro-social intention, and no expectations of direct reciprocity, while pseudo
sharing (i.e., market exchange) is described as communal sharing based on business
relationships where reciprocity is expected (Belk 2010, 2014b). According to Belk
(2014a), collaborative consumption is a type of pseudo-sharing where “people
[coordinate] the acquisition and distribution of a resource for a fee or other
compensation,” (p. 1597). From a theoretical perspective, Botsman’s (2013) view of the
sharing economy and Belk’s (2014a) definition of pseudo-sharing correspond with the
American Marketing Association’s official definition of marketing as “the activity, set of
institutions, and processes for creating, communicating, delivering, and exchanging
offerings that have value for customers, clients, partners, and society at large,” (American
Marketing Association, 2013, para. 2). Thus, to offer a more holistic definition of the
sharing economy, this study refers to the sharing economy as providing an alternative to
ownership of goods and services by exchanging offerings that have value for consumers
and peer providers through technology-based services.
Service Outcomes of the Sharing Economy
Attitudes toward Sharing Economy Services. Attitude is defined as “a person’s
enduring evaluation of his or her feelings about and behavioral intentions toward an
object or idea,” (Grewal & Levy, 2017, p. 116). Although attitudes can be learned over a
long period of time and become long-lasting, attitudes can also change abruptly (Grewal
& Levy, 2017). Attitudes consist of three components: affect, behavior, and cognition
(ABC) (Babin & Harris, 2017). In other words, the ABC approach explains the
interrelationship of feeling, doing, and knowing. When using the ABC approach in
relation to the sharing economy, cognitions refer to what a consumer thinks about the
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sharing economy or believes to be true, and affect involves emotions or how consumers
feel about something (Babin & Harris, 2017; Grewal & Levy, 2017). Furthermore,
behavior refers to consumers’ actions as well as their behavioral intentions (Grewal &
Levy, 2017). Thus, a consumer’s attitude will affect his thoughts and feelings to influence
purchasing behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 2005).
To date, one study has examined consumers’ attitudes toward SES (Hamari,
Sjöklint, & Ukkonen, 2016). When examining users of a sharing economy service,
Hamari et al. (2016) found that motivations are strong determinants of attitudes in
collaborative consumption, but a positive attitude did not necessarily translate into
behavior. Specifically, they found that intrinsic motivations of sustainability and
enjoyment in the shared activity are a strong predictor of attitudes. Intrinsic values
motivate individuals to participate in a certain behavior because they find the behavior
personally rewarding (Hamari et al., 2016). Although this study reveals how motivations
influence attitudes and participation in the sharing economy, Hamari et al. (2016) did not
consider how cultural differences may influence these outcomes.
In a similar vein, other studies have focused on the motivations behind sharing
(e.g., Bardhi and Eckbardt, 2012; Tussyadiah, 2015). In an exploratory study of U.S.
travelers who use accommodation sharing services, Tussyadiah (2015) noted that the
sharing economy relies on societal aspects, such as community and sustainability, as well
as economic benefits. These findings indicate that some participants value meeting and
interacting with the local people. On the other hand, Bardhi and Eckbardt (2012) did not
find evidence of social connections or environmental concerns. Instead, they found that
users of a car-sharing service are influenced by convenience and affordability. These
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findings show that users not only participate in sharing services for different reasons but
also that these individuals may have different attitudes towards the sharing economy.
Because motivation is a strong determinant of attitudes (Hamari et al., 2016), it stands to
reason that users who are motivated to use a sharing service may also have a positive
attitude towards the sharing service. Furthermore, these attitudes can vary based on the
product category as well as individual cultural differences (Gupta et al., 2019).
Participation in Sharing Economy Services. Research on consumer
participation dates back to Lovelock and Young’s (1979) foundational work on
improving service productivity by changing the way consumers interact with service
providers. Peer-to-peer sharing services exemplify this exchange of interaction by
allowing consumers to participate as both a peer provider (e.g., Uber driver) and a
customer (e.g., Uber rider) (Benoit et al., 2017). Similarly, Chan, Yim, and Lam (2010)
define consumer participation as the extent to which consumers provide and/or share
information with others, make suggestions, and become involved in the decision-making
process. According to Assael (1981), highly involved consumers (1) seek to maximize
expected satisfaction, (2) actively search for information, (3) are more easily influenced
by reference groups, (4) are more likely to express their lifestyle and personality in brand
choice, and (5) cognitively process communication (Laurent & Kapferer, 1985).
Participating in SES requires a higher level of involvement than traditional
services, such as hotels and car rentals. For instance, consumer co-creation is extensive in
the case of Airbnb, as the consumer can choose to be either a host or a guest (Zhang,
Jahromi, & Kizildag, 2018). If the individual chooses to be a host, the peer provider must
choose the dates that guests can stay, clean the home, and provide amenities like an iron,
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WIFI password, and, in some cases, meals and snacks. The peer provider is almost
playing the role of an employee (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012). As such, highly involved
consumers are more likely to engage in many of the five previously mentioned behaviors,
while consumers who lack involvement are less likely to act on a number of these
behaviors.
On the whole, scholars have focused on sharing economy drivers and motivations
rather than individual differences, which can influence attitudes and participation in SES
(Hamari et al., 2016; Hawlitschek, 2016; Möhlmann, 2015; Tussyadiah; 2016). The
mixed findings in motivational research have built a foundation as to why sharing
economy research should investigate other factors that influence participation in the
sharing economy. Hamari et al. (2016) found that participation in collaborative
consumption is influenced by many factors, including sustainability, enjoyment, and
economic benefit. Interestingly, sustainability was only associated with participation
when it is, at the same time, associated with positive attitudes toward collaborative
consumption (Hamari et al., 2016).
Overall, the findings in the literature regarding attitudes and participation in the
sharing economy reveal two factors. First, research shows that individuals are motivated
to use SES, but marketing research is just beginning to investigate whether a shift in
attitudes and behavior towards SES is occurring. Thus, more research is needed to better
understand the formation of attitudes and participation in the sharing economy. Second,
while other forces, such as cultural values, are known to also influence attitudes and
participation (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010), limited studies have investigated
cultural differences in SES.
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The Impact of Culture in the Sharing Economy
Understanding other cultures is crucial to the success of any global sharing
economy business. Although some speculate that globalization will lead to a convergence
of consumer markets (Levitt, 1983), Mooij and Hofstede (2002) found evidence that
national culture influences consumption differences. Culture is known as the shared
meanings, beliefs, morals, values, and customs of a group of people (Johansson, 2008).
According to Johansson (2008), culture exists on two levels: 1) visible artifacts (e.g.,
dress, behavior, symbols) and 2) core societal values (e.g., beliefs and thought processes).
Core societal values, commonly referred to as cultural values, are the “commonly agreedupon consensus about the most preferable ways of living within a society,” (Babin &
Harris, 2017, p. 185). These underlying cultural values drive differences in consumer
behavior as well as attitudes toward consumption (Babin & Harris, 2017). One category
of cultural values examined in the literature is Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, which
include collectivism-individualism, masculinism-feminism, power distance, uncertainty
avoidance, long-term orientation, and indulgence-restraint (Hofstede, 1980; Hofstede,
Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010).
Collectivism-Individualism. Collectivism refers to the extent to which
individuals tend to be more group-oriented than self-oriented (Hofstede, 1980).
Collectivists tend to have a strong sense of community and live in extended families
(Babin & Harris, 2017). On the other hand, individualists tend to be more materialistic
and place their own or their immediate families’ needs above the collective (Babin &
Harris, 2017; Hofstede, 1980). Put another way, this dimension explains whether an
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individual’s self-image is defined in terms of “we” (i.e., collectivist) or “I” (i.e.,
individualist) (Hofstede, 1980).
Collectivism and Sharing. Research to date reveals mixed findings regarding
collectivism, individualism, and sharing. On the one hand, individualists are described as
generally being more materialistic (Babin & Harris, 2017; Hofstede, 1980). According to
Belk (2007), both materialism and possessiveness lead more commonly to ownership
than to sharing. Materialists also avoid depending on others to use products (Belk, 2010).
By contrast, Davidson, Habibi, and Laroche (2018) found that materialism, under certain
circumstances, led to greater participation in the sharing economy both in American and
Indian consumers. It should also be noted that Davidson et al. (2018) did not measure
materialism, but used the participants’ country of origin as a way to explain the
differences between Indian and American consumers.
On the other hand, collectivists tend to be non-materialists and are less likely to
be possessive (Wong, 1997). According to Belk (2010), non-materialists do not mind
depending on others for using products. Participating in peer-to-peer sharing exchanges
require non-materialism, a lack of possessiveness, and a sense of community, all of which
are collectivist traits (Belk, 2010; Hofstede, 1980). Echoing this notion, Gupta et al.
(2019) found that collectivism had a significant positive effect on people’s willingness to
participate as peer providers and consumers in peer-to-peer sharing services. Thus, this
study proposes the following hypotheses:
H1a: Collectivism will have a positive effect on attitudes toward sharing economy
services.
H1b: Collectivism will have a positive effect on participation in sharing economy
services.
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Masculinism-Feminism. Masculinism measures the extent to which individuals
in a society value assertiveness, ambitiousness, and control (Hofstede, 1980).
Alternatively, individuals in feminine societies exhibit traits such as nurturing and caring
(Babin & Harris, 2017). Hofstede et al. (2010) found that the main difference between
masculine and feminine cultures is the degree to which individuals are driven by
economic motivations. Economic achievement is highly valued in masculine societies,
while individuals in feminine societies are more driven by emotion (Hofstede, 1980).
Masculinism and Sharing. Belk (2010) proposed that individuals concerned with
economic motivations are more likely to act favorably toward sharing to reduce
expenditures and increase earnings. Hamari et al. (2016), as well as others (Bardhi &
Eckhardt, 2012; Lamberton & Rose, 2012) found economic costs to be a major factor that
encouraged individuals to access products over buying them. Gupta et al. (2019) found
that masculinism is positively correlated with a willingness to participate as a consumer
in the sharing economy when individuals are economically motivated. For example,
consumers who participate in sharing services can save money by renting expensive or
infrequently used products from others (Cusumano, 2015), which is a behavior
commonly associated with masculine societies (Gupta et al., 2019). Findings from
Hawlitschek et al. (2016) suggest that economic benefits and the desire for a modern
lifestyle are both strong drivers of the sharing economy. Further, Habibi et al. (2017, p.
119) state that consumers may be more willing to participate in peer-to-peer sharing
practices where “most customers [are] guided by the core value they receive” from the
sharing service. Therefore, this study argues that:
H2a: Masculinism will have a positive effect on attitudes toward sharing economy
services.

17

H2b: Masculinism will have a positive effect on participation in sharing economy
services.
Power Distance. Power distance captures the extent to which individuals accept
authority and privilege among unequal social groups (Hofstede, 1980). In high power
distance nations, the distinction between social classes (i.e., lower, middle, or upper) is
more apparent. Thus, an individual in a position of power in a high power distance
culture will be respected by others with less power (Babin & Harris, 2017). While no
society is purely egalitarian (Gupta et al., 2019), less societal stratification is evident in
low-power distance countries (Hofstede, 1980).
Low Power Distance and Sharing. In high power distance cultures, specific
consumer behaviors are performed exclusively by individuals in a particular social class
(Babin & Harris, 2017). For example, activities like tennis are reserved for people of a
higher social class (Babin & Harris, 2017). Indeed, power distance may also influence
sharing behaviors. Gupta et al. (2019) maintain that low power distance societies are less
likely to differentiate people based on social status when participating in sharing services.
On the contrary, individuals with differing social statuses may be less likely to share
products. For instance, an upper-class user of Airbnb may be less likely to book a room
with a middle-class host. Thus, it is hypothesized that:
H3a: Low power distance will have a positive effect on attitudes toward sharing
economy services.
H3b: Low power distance will have a positive effect on participation in sharing
economy services.
Uncertainty Avoidance. Uncertainty avoidance is the extent to which members
of a society feel uncomfortable dealing with ambiguous or unknown situations (Hofstede,
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1980). High uncertainty avoidance societies tend to be more risk-averse (Gupta et al.,
2019) and may be less trusting of others (Babin & Harris, 2017). On the other hand, low
uncertainty avoidance societies tend to favor more risk-taking behaviors (Gupta et al.,
2019). In low uncertainty avoidance countries, individuals are more accepting of novel
ideas, innovative products, and are generally more willing to try something new or
different (Country Comparison, n.d.). Similarly, low uncertainty avoidance leads to a
higher degree of trust (Babin & Harris, 2017).
Low Uncertainty Avoidance and Sharing. Because the sharing economy is still a
relatively new concept, those who like to try new things, such as people with low
uncertainty avoidance, may be more likely to participate in sharing services. Botsman and
Rogers (2010) view the ability to facilitate sharing between strangers as a defining factor
of the sharing economy. Babin and Harris (2017) argue that low uncertainty avoidance
leads to a higher degree of trust because an individual trusts that a peer provider’s
personal ethics will govern transactions. This trust allows transactions to be less guided
by explicit rules (Smith, 2010). Because sharing economy exchanges take place over
digital platforms, a certain degree of trust is needed for both the peer providers and users.
A survey by PricewaterhouseCoopers (2015) found that 89% of consumers believe SES
are based on trust between peer providers and users. From the consumer perspective, trust
is a prerequisite of participation in the sharing economy (Botsman & Rogers, 2010).
When measuring trust in Chinese Airbnb consumers, Wu and Shen (2018) found that
uncertainty avoidance influences trust in sharing services.
Further, Hawlitschek, Teubner, and Weinhardt (2016) found that trust in other
users is a crucial precondition for participating in peer-to-peer sharing. For example,
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when searching Airbnb for accommodations, consumers rely on ratings, comments, and
feedback from previous users before booking a room with a stranger. Generating trust
among strangers may be less of a barrier for countries that rank low in uncertainty
avoidance. As such, it is posited that:
H4a: Low uncertainty avoidance will have a positive effect on attitudes toward
sharing economy services.
H4b: Low uncertainty avoidance will have a positive effect on participation in
sharing economy services.
Long-term Orientation. Long-term orientation reflects the prioritization of
future rewards over short-term benefits, in particular, perseverance and thrift (Hofstede,
2001). Additionally, long-term orientation cultures value relationship building (Hofstede,
2001). Cultures high in this dimension place more importance in relationships and
rewards for the future; whereas, cultures low in this dimension focus on immediate costs
and are more likely to have a “time is money” attitude (Hofstede, 2001).
Long-term Orientation and Sharing. While Gupta et al. (2019) did not measure
long-term orientation, they state that this cultural dimension should be examined in
relation to participation intentions. Because individuals high in long-term orientation care
more about the future than immediate costs, they may value sustainable consumption
practices that prioritize lessening environmental impact, one of the drivers of sharing
economy (Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Hamari et al., 2016). Furthermore, individuals with
long-term orientation may trust in sharing practices more when sustainable consumption
is evident. For example, several ride-sharing practices, such as Uber and Lyft, stress how
ride-sharing over car ownership lessens one’s carbon footprint. Thus, this study makes
the following hypotheses:

20

H5a: Long-term orientation will have a positive effect on attitudes toward sharing
economy services.
H5b: Long-term orientation will have a positive effect on participation in sharing
economy services.
Indulgence-Restraint. The indulgence-restraint dimension is defined as the
degree to which people attempt to control their desires and impulses. Indulgence stands
for a society that values immediate and relatively free gratification of basic and natural
human needs associated with fun and enjoyment (Hofstede, 2001). On the opposing end,
low levels of indulgence signify restraint. Restrained societies suppress the gratification
of desires through strict societal norms (Hofstede, 2001).
Indulgence and Sharing. As previously mentioned, consumers prefer to pay for
the experience of temporarily accessing goods rather than buying and owning things
(Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012; Belk, 2007). Paying to access goods is often a quicker,
cheaper, and more convenient process than acquiring ownership (Bardhi & Eckhardt,
2012). For example, an individual may not be able to afford a luxury vehicle, but he can
book a top-rated Uber driver in a luxury car through Uber Lux (Lux, n.d.). Thus, these
consumers may act on desires and impulses when participating in the sharing economy,
which is a characteristic of indulgent societies (Hofstede, 2001). Similarly, users of peerto-peer sharing services (e.g., Airbnb, Uber, Lyft) are likely to be receptive toward the
experiential aspects of socialization (Habibi, Davidson, & Laroche, 2017). For instance,
each home and host of Airbnb are unique and provide a one-of-a-kind experience for the
guest. Zhang, Jahromi, and Kizildag (2018) found that Airbnb users are even willing to
pay a premium price under certain circumstances for SES. Because individuals from
more indulgent societies place a high degree of importance on immediate gratification,
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they may be more likely to have positive attitudes about and intentions to participate in
SES. Formally stated, this study argues that:
H6a: Indulgence will have a positive effect on attitudes toward sharing economy
services.
H6b: Indulgence will have a positive effect on participation in sharing economy
services.
Upon concluding the literature review and formulating the hypotheses, the
following empirical model, as seen in Figure 2, was created to illustrate each independent
variable in relation to the dependent variables of attitudes and participation in SES.

Cultural Values

Collectivism

Masculinism

Power Distance

H1
Service Outcomes

H2

Attitudes toward Sharing
Economy Services

H3

H4
Participation in Sharing
Economy Services

Uncertainty Avoidance
H5
Long-Term Orientation
H6
Indulgence

Figure 2: Empirical Model of Individual Cultural Values in SES
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Chapter Three: Methodology
This study aims to determine if cultural values influence consumers’ attitudes and
participation in sharing economy services (SES). Except for two previous studies
(Davidson, Habibi, & Laroche, 2018; Gupta et al., 2019), the marketing literature has
seen little examination of the connection between cultural differences with the service
outcomes of attitudes and participation. Thus, this research utilized multiple regression
analyses with a survey study to gain a thorough understanding of the sharing economy
from the consumers’ (e.g., Airbnb guests) perspective. The results of the survey were
analyzed using the IBM SPSS Statistics for Mac, Version 25.
This survey research consisted of a panel of consumers who had previous
experience with Airbnb. Airbnb is an online SES that connects peer providers (i.e., hosts)
who want to rent out their home with consumers (i.e., guests) looking for
accommodations in a certain area (Michelli, 2019). As of 2019, Airbnb peer providers are
located in more than 81,000 cities across 191 countries worldwide (Michelli, 2019).
Thus, Airbnb was selected for this study because (1) this company is well-known across
communities in the United States and all over the world, and (2) Airbnb is a peer-to-peer
SES with characteristics of both sharing and pure exchange (Gupta et al., 2019).
Pilot Test
Before conducting the pilot test, a pretest was conducted with experts in the
marketing field to review the quality of the measurement instrument. Three reviewers,
knowledgeable of the sharing economy and marketing literature, were sent a link to the
survey and asked to complete the survey within three days. Afterwards, the survey
instrument was refined based on their comments and recommendations.
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A pilot study was conducted to determine if the constructs of interest were
deemed appropriate. Undergraduate and graduate students at a southeastern university
who had experience with sharing economy services were recruited to participate in the
study in exchange for extra credit as deemed appropriate by their professors.
Procedure. Participants were asked to recall and list all SES in which they had
previous experience. They were then asked to recall when their last SES experience
occurred, ranging from ten days ago or less to more than six months ago. Additionally,
participants were asked which SES they experienced most recently. The name of the SES
was then populated into the remaining questions of the survey so that participants were
able to associate the chosen SES with each survey question. Most participants selected
Uber (66.8%) as their most recent SES experience, followed by Airbnb (17.7%).
After recalling the most recent SES experience, the survey led into questions about the
measured constructs. Additionally, two attention checks were placed, and reversed items
were randomized to reduce order bias or “straight lining.” At the end of the survey,
participants were asked to respond to demographic questions.
Sample/Participants. The student recruitment resulted in 581 responses, a
response rate of 55%. However, after removing respondents due to incompletions,
multiple completions, order bias, and failed attention checks, the final, usable sample
consisted of 334 responses. Demographic data were also collected. Respondents took
approximately 10 to 15 minutes to complete the survey.
The sample included 191 (57.2%) females with an average age of 24 years old. A
majority of the participants were from the Southeast region of the United States (Table
2). Additionally, 75.8% of the participants were Caucasian followed by African
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American (19.2%) and Asian (3.3%), which is representative of the U.S. population (U.S.
Census Bureau, 2019).
Table 2: Pilot Study Demographic Profile
Characteristic

Frequency

%

Cumulative %

Freshmen

2

.6%

.6%

Sophomore

13

3.9%

4.5%

Junior

140

41.9%

46.4%

Senior

143

42.8%

89.2%

36

10.8%

100%

253

75.8%

75.6%

64

19.2%

95.0%

6

1.8%

96.7%

Asian

11

3.3%

100%

Hispanic/Latino

18

5.4%

105.4%

Other

10

3.0%

108.4%

Less than $25,000

123

36.9%

36.9%

$25,000 to $49,999

64

19.2%

56.2%

$50,000 to $74,999

54

16.2%

72.4%

$75,000 to $99,999

33

9.9%

82.3%

$100,000 to $124,999

29

8.7%

91.0%

$125,000 or more

30

9.0%

91.3%

1

.3%

100%

2

.6%

.6%

3

.9%

1.5%

302

90.4%

91.9%

5

1.5%

93.4%

6

1.8%

95.2%

16

4.8%

100%

Rankings

Graduate
Ethnicity*
Caucasian
African American
American Indian/Alaska Native

Income

No answer
Regional Location
Midwest – IA, IL, IN, KS, MI, MN, MO, ND, NE, OH, SD, WI
Northeast – CT, DC, DE, MA, MD, ME, NH, NJ, NY, PA, RI,
VT
Southeast – AL, AR, FL, GA, KY, LA, MS, NC, SC, TN, VA,
WV
Southwest – AZ, NM, OK, TX
West – AK, CA, CO, HI, ID, MT, NV, OR, UT, WA, WY
Other

N=334; * Participants were able to choose more than one ethnicity choice in their answer.
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Measures. This study adapted previously established scales in the marketing
literature. The survey instrument evaluated a consumer’s cultural values in relation to
attitudes and participation in SES. For attitudes toward SES, this study adapted Ajzen’s
(1991) five-item attitude scale which measured attitudes with a seven-point Likert scale
anchored by “Strongly Disagree” (1) to “Strongly Agree” (7). To investigate participation
in SES, this study adapted the five-item participation scale from Chan, Yim, and Lam
(2010). Participants in each study were asked to select their level of agreement with each
statement using a seven-point Likert scale ranging from “Strongly Disagree” (1) to
“Strongly Agree” (7).
To evaluate Hofstede’s cultural values at the individual level, this study relied on
the multidimensional scale developed by Yoo, Donthu, and Lenartowicz (2011). This
scale includes the dimensions of collectivism, masculinism, uncertainty avoidance, power
distance, and long-term orientation. Collectivism was measured using six items,
masculinism using four items, power distance using five items, uncertainty avoidance
using five items, and long-term orientation using six items. For long-term orientation,
participants were asked to report their level of importance with each statement using a
seven-point Likert scale anchored by “Very Unimportant” (1) to “Very Important” (7).
For the four remaining dimensions, participants in each study were asked to select their
level of agreement with each statement using a seven-point Likert scale ranging from
“Strongly Disagree” (1) to “Strongly Agree” (7).
Because the scale by Yoo et al. (2011) did not include Hofstede’s last cultural
dimension of indulgence-restraint, this study relied on a seven-item scale found in EnkhAmgalan (2016) and adapted from Hofstede’s Values Survey Module 2013 (VSM, 2013).
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For this scale, participants were asked to select their level of agreement with each
statement using a seven-point Likert scale ranging from “Strongly Disagree” (1) to
“Strongly Agree” (7).
Preliminary Results. For the pilot study, a reliability analysis was performed to
measure the reliability of the constructs of interest. As seen in Table 3, all constructs
exhibit Cronbach alpha values above .70, indicating that the scales are reliable because
the composite reliability values exceed the predetermined critical value of .70 (Zikmund
& Babin, 2010). In addition to computing the alpha coefficient of reliability, exploratory
factor analysis (EFA) was performed to determine the dimensionality of the constructs.
All constructs of interest were unidimensional based on only one eigenvalue being
greater than 1.0 for each construct (Zikmund & Babin, 2010). However, item 3 of the
Indulgence scale was omitted from further analyses due to low item-to-total correlation in
the reliability analysis and low factor loading. Overall, the preliminary results of the pilot
test confirmed that the measurement scales worked as intended.
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Measurement Items

Table 3: Reliability and Dimensionality of Constructs
Pilot Study
Main Study
%
%
Factor
Factor
Variance
α
Variance
Loading
Loading
Explained
Explained

Attitudes toward SES
All things considered, I find participating in this
service to be a wise move.
All things considered, I think this service is a
positive thing.
All things considered, I think participating in
sharing economy services are a good thing.
Overall, it makes sense to share products and
services within a community.
Sharing economy is a better mode of
consumption than selling and buying individually.
Participation in SES
I spent a lot of time sharing information about my
needs and opinions with the provider during the
service process.
I put a lot of effort into expressing my personal
needs to the provider during the service process.
I always provide suggestions to the provider for
improving the service outcome.
I have high level of participation in the service
process.
I am very much involved in deciding how the
services should be provided.
Collectivism
Individuals should sacrifice self-interest for the
group.
Individuals should stick with the group even
through difficulties.
Group welfare is more important than individual
rewards.
Group success is more important than individual
success.
Individuals should only pursue their goals after
considering the welfare of the group.
Group loyalty should be encouraged even if
individual goals suffer.
Masculinism
It is more important for men to have a
professional career than it is for women.
Men usually solve problems with logical analysis;
women usually solve problems with intuition.
Solving difficult problems usually requires an
active, forcible approach, which is typical of men.
There are some jobs that a man can always do
better than a woman.
Power Distance
People in higher positions should make most
decisions without consulting people in lower
positions.

.85

.87

.85
.83

.85
63.88%

.85

.79

.85

69.22%

.89

74.83%

.92

67.89%

.91

74.17%

.88

80.86%

.94

.83

.67

.77

.85

.89

.86

.88

.78

α

66.10%

.87

.87

.73

.86

.84

.83

.76

.85
.84

.81
.79

.84
54.35%

.83

.84

.71

.83

.78

.74

.78

.88

.74

.88
57.77%

.75

.82

.87
.82

.70

.77
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61.68%

.84

.92

People in higher positions should not ask the
opinions of people in lower positions too
frequently.
People in higher positions should avoid social
interaction with people in lower positions.
People in lower positions should not disagree with
decisions by people in higher positions.
People in higher positions should not delegate
important tasks to people in lower positions.
Uncertainty Avoidance
It is important to have instructions spelled out in
detail so that I always know what I’m expected to
do.
It is important to closely follow instructions and
procedures.
Rules and regulations are important because they
inform me of what is expected of me.
Standardized work procedures are helpful.
Instructions for operations are important.
Long-term Orientation
Careful management of money (Thrift).
Going on resolutely in spite of opposition
(Persistence).
Personal steadiness and stability.
Long-term planning.
Giving up today’s fun for success in the future.
Working hard for success in the future.
Indulgence
I always buy something to feel better.
“Buy now, think about it later" describes me.
I make a thorough plan before making purchasing
decisions.ab
People would describe me as impulsive because I
lose control due to my desires.
When I go shopping, I buy things that I had not
intended to purchase.
If I see something I want, I buy it. Later, I regret it.
When there are discounts/sales for free product
offers, I tend to make purchases.
a: reverse item; b: removed

.90

.84

.90

.83

.89

.77

.88

.71

.70
.82

.86
64.17%

.85

.83

.74
.85

.82
.79

.83

.53
.54

.85
.81
.87
.58

60.44%

.85

.83
.84
.39
.78

.61
.61
.43
.69

56.94%

.84

61.16%

.87

.85
.84
.18
54.27%

.83

.82

.61

.78

.78
.51

.84
.52
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.88

.83

.87

.70

68.20%

Main Study
Respondents were recruited through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk) in
exchange for a monetary incentive. To reduce the amount of variance in the respondents’
responses with SES from the pilot study, the main study focused on U.S. consumers who
had previous experience with Airbnb instead of all sharing economy services. The results
were analyzed using the IBM SPSS Statistics for Mac, Version 25.
Procedure. A screening question was applied asking if participants had any
previous experience with Airbnb within the past six months. Additionally, participants
were asked to describe their last experience with Airbnb in order to eliminate recall bias.
After recalling the most recent SES experience, the survey led into questions about the
measured constructs of interest. Additionly, two attention checks and two reversed items
were placed to reduce order bias or “straight lining.” At the end of the survey,
participants were asked to respond to demographic questions.
Sample/Participants. The final sample consisted of 276 responses after removing
those who failed to complete the survey, order bias, did not meet the criteria, or failed the
attention checks. On average, participants took approximately 10 minutes to complete the
survey. The useable sample included 136 (49.3%) females with an average age of 38
years old. A majority of the participants made between $50,000 to $74,999 (Table 4).
Additionally, 75% of the participants were Caucasian followed by African American
(13.8%) and Asian (10.1%).
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Table 4: Main Study Demographic Profile
Characteristic

Frequency

Ethnicity*
Caucasian

%

Cumulative %

207

75%

African American

38

13.8%

88.8%

American Indian/Alaska Native

6

2.2%

91%

Asian

28

10.1%

101.1%

Other

7

3.0%

104.1%

24

8.7%

8.7%

$25,000 to $49,999

49

17.8%

26.4%

$50,000 to $74,999

94

34.1%

60.5%

$75,000 to $99,999

52

18.8%

79.3%

$100,000 to $124,999

32

11.6%

90.9%

$125,000 or more

25

9.1%

100%

47

17.0%

17.0%

Northeast – CT, DC, DE, MA, MD, ME, NH, NJ, NY, PA, RI, VT

76

27.5%

44.6%

Southeast – AL, AR, FL, GA, KY, LA, MS, NC, SC, TN, VA, WV

60

21.7%

66.3%

Southwest – AZ, NM, OK, TX

33

12.0%

78.3%

West – AK, CA, CO, HI, ID, MT, NV, OR, UT, WA, WY

60

21.7%

100%

108

39.1%

39.1%

Married

138

50.0%

89.1%

Divorced

24

8.7%

97.8%

Widowed

4

1.4%

99.3%

Separated

2

.7%

100%

2

.7%

.7%

High school (or equivalent)

14

5.1%

5.8%

Some college

38

13.8%

19.6%

Associate degree

28

10.1%

29.7%

Bachelor’s degree

127

46.0%

75.7%

Master’s degree

59

21.4%

97.1%

Doctorate degree

5

1.8%

98.9%

Professional/technical degree

3

1.1%

100%

Income
Less than $25,000

Regional Location
Midwest – IA, IL, IN, KS, MI, MN, MO, ND, NE, OH, SD, WI

Marriage Status
Single (never married)

Educational Level
Some high school

N=276; * Participants were able to choose more than one ethnicity choice in their answer.
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75%

Chapter 4: Results
Descriptive Statistics
The average score for Attitudes toward Sharing Economy Services (SES)
(N=276) was 5.68, with scores ranging from 2.80 to 7.00 (see Table 5). Additionally,
79% of participants had a summated score of 5.00 or higher, indicating that most of those
surveyed expressed positive Attitudes toward SES. As for the other dependent variable,
the average score for Participation in SES (N=276) was 4.69, with scores ranging from
1.00 to 7.00. Of those surveyed, 44.2% had a summated score of 5.00 of higher,
indicating high levels of Participation in SES. Overall, no minimum or maximum values
appeared to be out of the ordinary for any of the variables.
Table 5: Descriptive Statistics

Collectivism
Masculinism
Power
Distance
Uncertainty
Avoidance
Long-term
Orientation
Indulgence
Attitudes
toward SES
Participation
in SES

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Median

SD

Skewness

Kurtosis

Statistic

Statistic

Statistic

Statistic

Statistic

Statistic

SE

Statistic

SE

1.00
1.00

7.00
7.00

4.30
3.60

4.33
3.75

1.25
1.61

-.290
-.059

.147
.147

-.247
-.947

.292
.292

1.00

6.80

3.29

3.20

1.66

.266

.147

-1.115

.292

2.80

7.00

5.52

5.60

.956

-.640

.147

.017

.292

3.17

7.00

5.65

5.83

.870

-.713

.147

.173

.292

1.00

6.67

3.64

3.50

1.37

.151

.147

-.868

.292

2.80

7.00

5.68

5.80

.933

-.964

.147

.748

.292

1.00

7.00

4.69

5.00

1.34

-.583

.147

-.374

.292

Table 6 and Figure 3 compare the individual cultural value scores against
Hofstede’s Insights (n.d.) scores for the United States. The scale scores were standardized
to compare with Hofstede’s Insights scores ranging from 0-100. The standardized mean
values of the cultural dimensions do not mirror those found on Hofstede’s Insights (n.d.)
when measuring cultural values at the national level (Table 6). For instance, the sample
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results indicate that individuals from the United States identify as more collectivistic than
individualistic, contrary to Hofstede’s scores. While obtaining a nationally representative
sample at the individual level is extremely challenging (Gupta et al., 2019), previous
studies still recommend conducting cultural analyses at the individual level instead of the
national level (Davidson et al., 2018; Gupta et al., 2019; Yoo et al., 2011). Cross-cultural
diversity exists among people of any country (Yoo et al., 2011), and people espouse their
cultural values at varying levels (Gupta et al., 2019). Thus, measuring cultural values at
the individual level should lead to more precise findings in the following data analyses.
Table 6: Individual vs. National Percentages of Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions
Individual

National

0.61
0.51
0.47
0.79
0.81
0.52

0.09
0.62
0.40
0.46
0.26
0.68

Collectivism
Masculinism
Power Distance
Uncertainty Avoidance
Long-term Orientation
Indulgence
90

70

81

79

80

68
62

61

60

52

50

52

47

46
40

40
26

30
20
10

9

0

Collectivism

Masculinism

Power Distance
Individual

Uncertainty
Avoidance

Long-term
Orientation

National

Figure 3: Individual vs. National Levels for Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions
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Indulgence

Assumptions of Multiple Regression Analysis
Two multiple regression analyses were conducted to examine whether the six
dimensions of Hofstede’s cultural values are significantly related to Attitudes and
Participation in Sharing Economy Services (SES). Before interpreting the results of the
multiple regression analyses, the assumptions of multiple regression analysis were tested:
linear relationship, multivariate normality, homoscedasticity, and no multicollinearity
(Hair et al., 2006). First, a linear relationship between the outcome variable and the
independent variables must exist. A linear regression was conducted to test for outliers
with a Mahalanobis Distance value greater than 13.82 (Barnett & Lewis, 1994). Because
the resulting Mahalanobis Distance was 11.22, no outliers were detected.
Second, the residuals of the regression should be normally distributed. This
assumption was determined by examining histograms as well as the skewness values
located in Table 5. When analyzing the histogram charts in Figures 4 and 5, a general
pattern of normally distributed data was observed. Furthermore, the dependent variables
are assumed to be made of normally distributed data as no skewness values for Attitudes
and Participation in SES fall outside of -1 to +1 (see Table 5). Thus, the assumption of
multivariate normality was met.
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Figure 4: Histogram for Attitudes toward SES

Figure 5: Histogram for Participation in SES

Third, probability plots were analyzed to test for the assumption of
homoscedasticity. In other words, this assumption considers the variance of residuals
being similar across the values of the independent variables. When looking over the plots
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in Figures 6 and 7, a general linear pattern of the standardized residuals against the
outcome variables were mostly observed. Thus, the assumption of a homoscedasticity
appears to have been met.

Figure 6: Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual for Attitudes toward SES

Figure 7: Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual for Participation in SES
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Lastly, the independence assumption was tested by searching for evidence of
multicollinearity or no independent variables being highly correlated with one another.
As seen in Table 7, intercorrelation values are less than .80. Additionally, all independent
variables have a variance inflation factor (VIF) value less than 5 for all independent
variables and no tolerance values approach .10 (see Tables 8 and 9). Therefore, there
appears to be no evidence of multicollinearity, and the independence assumption was
met.
Table 7: Intercorrelations of Outcome and Predictor Variables
Variable

Attitude

Participation

-

.222
-

Attitudes Toward SES
Participation in SES
1. Collectivism
2. Masculinity
3. Power
Distance
4. Uncertainty
Avoidance
5. Long-term
Orientation
6. Indulgence

1
.069
.275**
-

2
-.156*
.315**
.417**
-

3

4

5

6

-.257**
.296**
.504**
.726**

.621**
.276**
.153*
-.081

.612**
.203**
.085
-.148*

-.044
.388**
.470**
.549**

-

-.136*

-.254**

.661**

-

.671**

-.039

-

-.177*
-

(N = 276; *p< .05, **p< .001)

Data Analysis and Results
Attitudes Toward Sharing Economy Services. A multiple regression analysis
was conducted to examine whether the six dimensions of Hofstede’s cultural values are
significantly related to Attitudes toward Sharing Economy Services (SES). Formally, the
model is as follows:
Y = a + b1X1 + b2X2 + … biXi
For the linear regression equation, Y is the predictive variable, each X signifies the
independent variable, a is the intercept, and b is the slope.
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Table 7 shows the intercorrelations for Attitudes toward SES and each predictor
variable. While most predictor variables are significantly correlated to Attitudes toward
SES, the predictor variables of Collectivism and Indulgence are not significantly
correlated to the outcome variable. Additionally, the correlations reveal that not all
constructs of interest are significantly correlated to one another. However, Uncertainty
Avoidance has a significant positive relationship with Attitudes toward SES, and it is the
most correlated relationship compared to the rest of the cultural dimensions.
The R-Square value, or the coefficient of multiple determination, measures the
strength of the relationship between Attitudes toward SES and the six independent
variables of cultural values (Collectivism, Masculinity, Power Distance, Uncertainty
Avoidance, Long-term Orientation, and Indulgence). The R-Square has a value of .491,
indicating that approximately 49.1% of the variance in Attitudes toward SES is explained
by the variance in the six independent variables of cultural values. Typically, the closer to
1.0, the better the model (Burns, Veeck, & Bush, 2017).
Hypothesis Testing. An ANOVA or analysis of variances test was conducted to
test whether the overall model is a good fit for the data. The overall ANOVA model
resulted in an F-value of 43.19 (6, 269) with a p-value of .000, signifying a significant
relationship of the overall model (Zikmund & Babin, 2010). This result indicates that at
least one of the independent variables is statistically significant.
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Table 8: Multiple Regression Analysis Results for Attitudes toward SES
Unstandardized
Coefficients
B
(Constant)
1.631
Collectivism
.021
Masculinism
-.004
Power
-.145
Distance
Uncertainty
.357
Avoidance
Long-term
.356
Orientation
Indulgence
.129
(N = 276; *p < .05; **p < .001)

Standardized
Coefficients
SE

Collinearity Statistics

Beta

t

Sig.

Tolerance

VIF

.324
.040
.037

.029
-.006

5.031
.537
-.098

.000
.592
.922

.654
.462

1.528
2.164

.042

-.258

-3.443

.001*

.337

2.967

.058

.366

6.152

.000**

.536

1.864

.065

.331

5.435

.000**

.509

1.964

.041

.190

3.157

.002*

.524

1.909

When interpreting the multiple regression analysis results from Table 8, the pvalues for Collectivism and Masculinism are more than the .05 significance level,
signaling that these independent variable coefficients are not significant. Therefore, H1a
and H2a are not supported. However, the results reveal that the other predictor variables
are significantly related to Attitudes toward SES. Power Distance has a t-value of -3.443
(p=.001). The unstandardized coefficient for Power Distance is equal to -0.145. In other
words, for every unit increase in Power Distance, one can expect Attitudes toward SES to
decrease by an average of -0.145 units when all other cultural dimensions are held
constant. In the same token then, individuals with low Power Distance should exhibit
more positive Attitudes toward SES. Based on this result, low Power Distance is a
significant predictor of Attitudes toward SES, which supports H3a.
Uncertainty Avoidance has a t-value of 6.152 (p<.001), indicating that high
Uncertainty Avoidance leads to more positive Attitudes toward SES. The unstandardized
coefficient for Uncertainty Avoidance is equal to 0.357. In other words, Attitudes toward
SES is expected to increase by an average of 0.357 units for every unit increase in
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Uncertainty Avoidance when holding all other cultural dimensions constant. In addition,
Uncertainty Avoidance was found to be the most predictive variable of Attitudes toward
SES based on the highest standardized beta coefficient of 0.366, as seen in Table 8.
While the p-value is lower that the pre-stated significance level of .05, H4a theorized that
low Uncertainty Avoidance is related to positive Attitudes toward SES. Therefore, H4a is
not supported.
Long-term Orientation and Indulgence were found to have t-values of 5.435
(p<.001) and 3.157 (p=.002), respectively. Because the p-values are lower than the prestated significance level of 0.05, H5a and H6a are supported. The unstandardized
coefficient for Long-term Orientation is equal to 0.356. In other words, for every unit
increase in Long-term Orientation, one can expect Attitudes toward SES to increase by an
average of 0.356 units when all other cultural dimensions are held constant. Similarly, the
unstandardized coefficient for Indulgence is equal to 0.129. Thus, Attitudes toward SES
is expected to increase by an average of 0.129 units for every unit increase in Indulgence
when holding all other cultural dimensions constant.
Overall, the resulting regression equation for Attitudes toward SES is as follows:
Y = 1.631 - .145(XPD) + .357(XUA) + .356(XLTO) + .129(XIND)
Participation in Sharing Economy Services. A multiple regression analysis was
conducted to examine whether the six dimensions of Hofstede’s cultural values are
significantly related to Participation in Sharing Economy Services (SES). Table 7 shows
the intercorrelations between Participation in SES and each predictor variable. All
predictor variables are significantly correlated to Participation in SES. Additionally,
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Indulgence is the most correlated relationship with Participation in SES compared to the
rest of the cultural dimensions.
The R-Square of the overall model is .269, indicating that approximately 26.9%
of the variance in Participation in SES is explained by the variance in the six independent
variables of cultural values. Typically, the closer to 1.0, the better the model (Burns,
Veeck, & Bush, 2017).
Hypothesis Testing. An ANOVA was conducted to test the overall fit of the model. The
overall ANOVA model resulted in an F-value of 16.54 (6, 269) with a p-value of .000,
signifying a significant overall model of Participation in SES and the six predictor
variables of cultural values (Zikmund & Babin, 2010). This result indicates that at least
one of the independent variables are statistically significant.
Table 9: Multiple Regression Analysis Results for Participation in SES

Unstandardized Coefficients
(Constant)
Collectivism
Masculinism
Power
Distance
Uncertainty
Avoidance
Long-term
Orientation
Indulgence

Standardized
Coefficients
Beta

t

Sig.

Tolerance

VIF

.875
.966
.055

.654
.462

1.528
2.164

Collinearity Statistics

B

SE

.088
-.003
.123

.556
.069
.064

-.003
.148

.158
-.042
1.929

.043

.072

.053

.594

.553

.337

2.967

.282

.099

.201

2.832

.005*

.536

1.864

.244

.112

.158

2.169

.031*

.509

1.964

.302

.070

.309

4.291

.000**

.524

1.909

(N = 276; *p< .05; **p< .001)

When interpreting the multiple regression analysis results from Table 9, the pvalue for Collectivism is more than the .05 significance level, signaling that the test is not
significant; therefore, H1b is not supported. As for Masculinism, the p-value is .055,
which approaches significance. Therefore, H2b is considered partially supported for the
purpose of this research. The p-value for Power Distance is more than the .05
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significance level, signaling that the test is not significant. Thus, H3b is not supported.
However, the results reveal that the rest of the predictor variables are significantly related
to Participation in SES.
Uncertainty Avoidance has a t-value of 2.832 (p = .005), indicating that high
Uncertainty Avoidance leads to Participation in SES. The unstandardized coefficient for
Uncertainty Avoidance is equal to 0.282. In other words, Participation in SES is expected
to increase by an average of 0.282 units for every unit increase in Uncertainty Avoidance
when holding all other cultural dimensions constant. While the p-value falls below the
pre-stated significance level of .05, H4b theorized that low Uncertainty Avoidance is
related to Participation in SES. Therefore, H4b is not supported.
Long-term Orientation and Indulgence were found to have t-values of 2.169 (p =
.031) and 4.291 (p < .001), respectively. Because the p-values are lower than the prestated significance level of 0.05, H5b and H6b are supported. The unstandardized
coefficient for Long-term Orientation is equal to 0.244. In other words, for every unit
increase in Long-term Orientation, one can expect Participation in SES to increase by an
average of 0.244 units when all other cultural dimensions are held constant. Similarly, the
unstandardized coefficient for Indulgence is equal to 0.302. Thus, Participation in SES is
expected to increase by an average of 0.302 units for every unit increase in Indulgence
when holding all other cultural dimensions constant. In addition, Indulgence was found to
be the most predictive variable of Participation in SES based on the highest standardized
beta coefficient of 0.309, as seen in Table 9.
The resulting regression equation for Participation in SES is as follows:
Y = .088 + .282(XUA) + .244(XLTO) + .302(XIND)
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In summary, Table 10 provides a list of the supported/not supported hypotheses.
Table 10: Hypothesis Results
#

Hypotheses

Supported

H1a

Collectivism will have a positive effect on Attitudes towards SES.

No

H1b

Collectivism will have a positive effect on Participation SES.

No

H2a

Masculinism will have a positive effect on Attitudes towards SES.

No

H2b

Masculinism will have a positive effect on Participation SES.

Partially

H3a

Low power distance will have a positive effect on Attitudes towards SES.

Yes

H3b

Low power distance will have a positive effect on Participation in SES.

No

H4a

Low uncertainty avoidance will have a positive effect on Attitudes towards SES.

No

H4b

Low uncertainty avoidance will have a positive effect on Participation in SES.

No

H5a

Long-term orientation will have a positive effect on Attitudes towards SES.

Yes

H5b

Long-term orientation will have a positive effect on Participation in SES.

Yes

H4a

Indulgence will have a positive effect on Attitudes towards SES.

Yes

H4b

Indulgence will have a positive effect on Participation in SES.

Yes
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Chapter 5: Discussion
The purpose of this study was to determine if consumers’ cultural background
affect their attitudes and participation in sharing economy services (SES). The results of
this study reveal that certain cultural values do have a significant impact on attitudes
toward and participation in SES.
As theorized, both long-term orientation and indulgence play a key role in
consumers’ attitudes toward and participation in SES. As the newer additions of
Hofstede’s model, these two dimensions offer interesting insights into consumers’
opinions and behaviors toward SES. Since cultures high in long-term orientation focus on
future rewards over immediate costs (Hofstede, 2001), they may prioritize consumption
practices where environmentalism efforts are apparent, which is a driver of SES
(Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Hamari et al., 2016). As for indulgence, cultures high in this
dimension tend not to limit their wants and desires, preferring to focus consumption
practices on hedonic leisure activity (Hofstede, 2001). Indulgent societies may be more
receptive to sharing activities where the immediate gratification comes from instant
access to a product or service within SES. Taken together, this may mean that individuals
high in long-term orientation and indulgent cultures may engage more in the information
search and analysis of the consumer decision-making process when evaluating sharing
services.
However, power distance has mixed results in regard to attitudes and participation
in SES. To review, Hofstede (1980) explains that low power distant societies are less
likely to differentiate others based on social class. According to this study’s results, low
power distance influences attitudes in SES but not participation in SES. One possible
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explanation is that individuals with low power distance tend not to be actively involved in
SES activities, due to rare face-to-face interactions between users. For example, in the
case of Airbnb, all communications between the consumer and the peer provider, such as
initial inquiries and payment transactions, are managed through the Internet, where direct
contact between SES users rarely occurs. Due to the absence of face-to-face contact, the
parties involved in SES may find it difficult to differentiate each other based on social
class (Gupta et al., 2019).
Contrary to this study’s argument, the dimension of uncertainty avoidance was
theorized in the opposite direction, as low uncertainty avoidance was hypothesized to
positively affect attitudes and participation in SES. Yet, according to the results, high
uncertainty avoidance positively affects both attitudes and participation in SES. Upon
further research, the relationship between high uncertainty avoidance with attitudes and
participation in SES makes sense. For example, generating trust among strangers is a precondition for participation in SES (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). Cultures with high
uncertainty avoidance often feel threatened by unknown situations and try to find ways to
avoid ambiguous conditions (Hofstede, 1980).
Within peer-to-peer SES, such as Airbnb, businesses mitigate risk by building
online rating systems to garner trust among strangers. For example, both Airbnb and
Uber use star ratings in which both peer providers and consumers rate each other after
each interaction. Over time, these ratings build what Botsman and Rogers (2010, p. 465)
refer to as “reputation capital – the sum value of [a user’s] online and offline behaviors
across communities and marketplaces.” Over time, reputation capital builds to provide
forms of appraisal that motivate users of SES to behave in a responsible way.
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Accordingly, users of SES can build their reputation by playing within the rules.
Individuals with high uncertainty avoidance indicate a need for predictability and
structure, often in the form of written and unwritten rules (Hofstede, 1980); therefore,
these high uncertainty avoidance individuals who crave structure are more likely to play
within the rules of SES and perhaps exhibit higher attitudes and participation in SES.
Interestingly, it appears that collectivism and masculinity do not influence
people’s attitudes or participation in SES in this study. While previous research states that
both social and economic factors drive the usage of SES (e.g., Botsman & Rogers, 2010;
Gupta et al., 2019), the dimensions of collectivism and masculinism had no effect on
attitudes and participation in SES in this study. When referring to collectivism, past
literature argues that collectivists tend to be non-materialists while individualists are
more materialist-minded (Wong, 1997). Further, Davidson, Habibi, and Laroche (2018),
found that materialism led to greater participation in SES when examining the role of
materialism in the renting behaviors of Indian and American consumers. For Americans,
the effect of materialism encourages consumers to focus on sharing practices where
transformative and hedonic experiences are expected to improve their image and wellbeing (Davidson et al., 2018). Alternatively, materialism in Indian consumers led to
participation in SES through increased perceived utility (Davidson et al., 2018). Despite
these insignificance relationships, the overall results of this research yield interesting
theoretical contributions as well as practical implications for both researchers and
marketers alike.
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Theoretical Contributions
In the past few years, the limited studies examining cultural values within the
sharing economy have yielded mixed results (e.g., Davidson et al., 2018; Gupta et al.,
2019). Perhaps this is partly because there is no universal definition for the worldwide
phenomenon of sharing goods and services. Consequently, one goal of this research was
to offer a more comprehensive definition of the sharing economy that also corresponds
with the American Market Association’s official definition of marketing: the sharing
economy provides an alternative to ownership of goods and services by exchanging
offerings that have value for consumers and peer providers through technology-based
services. By providing a more holistic definition of the sharing economy, this research
extends the exchange and services literature to include sharing-based exchanges where a
transfer of ownership does not take place but an equal exchange of value.
Second, the findings from this research add to the growing body of literature on
the sharing economy, specifically, the influence of cultural values at the individual level
in the sharing economy. Previous studies have analyzed cultural values at the national
level (e.g., Davidson et al., 2018; Gupta et al., 2019) but not many at the individual level.
Although obtaining a nationally representative sample at the individual level presents
certain challenges (Gupta et al., 2019), previous research states examining cultural
analyses at the individual level instead of the cultural (national) level provides more
precise results (Davidson et al., 2018; Gupta et al., 2019; Yoo et al., 2011). Further,
individuals espouse their cultural values at differing levels due to the cross-cultural
diversity that exists among people of any country (Gupta et al., 2019; Yoo et al., 2011).
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Thus, measuring cultural values at the individual level provides a more accurate result
than measuring at the national level.
Lastly, this study’s findings reveal that some, but not all, cultural values affect
attitudes and participation in SES. Specifically, Hofstede’s dimensions of long-term
orientation and indulgence-restraint are both positively related to attitudes and
participation in sharing economy services. These two cultural dimensions are the most
recent additions to Hofstede’s cultural model (Hofstede, 2001). Accordingly, limited
studies have examined the role of these two cultural values in consumer behavior,
especially within a SES context. Therefore, this paper, to the author’s knowledge, is one
of the first to consider Hofstede’s newer dimensions of long-term orientation and
indulgence-restraint within the context of the sharing economy.
Practical Implications
Due to the effects of cultural values on sharing economy services, peer-to-peer
SES should tailor their marketing strategy across countries and within a country based on
the cultural demographics of a given population. Because the dimensions of uncertainty
avoidance, long-term orientation, and indulgence work independently of each other
(Hofstede’s Insights, n.d.), marketing practitioners can identify potential users of SES
and create unique strategies to target consumers at a regional or niche level. Particularly,
by examining consumers’ cultural values, practitioners can apply a local adaption to the
marketing mix when communicating value to their target market. For instance, when
targeting areas with a high degree of uncertainty avoidance, marketers could emphasize
how online rating systems, such as the star ratings used by Airbnb, build “reputation
capital” which, in turn, could lead to trust among SES users. By following the rules and
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providing fair and honest ratings, users are able to create strong reputations and earn trust
in which all members can benefit from the peer-to-peer sharing systems.
For regions or niche markets with a high degree of long-term orientation, the
focus should be on the future benefits of utilizing sharing platforms, such as creating
more future value by lessening environmental impact. For example, prior research finds
support for more environmentally sustainable activities of sharing practices, such as
Airbnb, as opposed to traditional exchange activities (Midgett et al., 2017). Thus,
practitioners could promote SES as a more sustainable alternative to traditional services
through consumption of less energy and resources as well as the production of less waste.
Lastly, individuals with high levels of indulgence, or those who express their impulses
and desires to enjoy life and having fun, are more likely to place a higher degree of
importance on leisure time and spending money on experiential products and services.
For areas high on indulgence, strategies should highlight the experiential and luxurious
aspects of sharing-based services.
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Chapter 6: Limitations and Future Research
As with any study, this research has limitations which also yield considerable
opportunities for future research. First, this study relied on a sample representative of the
United States. Future research should consider measuring Hofstede’s cultural values in
other countries due to a strong interest existing in comparing individuals’ attitudes and
participation toward marketing activities across cultures (Barksdale et al., 1982; Cui et
al., 2012). One way to address this limitation would be to expand this study outside of the
United States to include a broader sample of individuals from different countries. By
including other countries with diverse cultures, future research could examine sharing
economy services (SES) through cross-cultural comparisons.
Second, as evidenced in this study, individuals within the United States espoused
national cultural values at differing levels. According to our results, most consumers are
high in collectivism, masculinism, uncertainty avoidance, long-term orientation,
indulgence, and low in power distance. However, three of these cultural values (i.e.,
collectivism, high uncertainty avoidance, and long-term orientation) are inconsistent with
Hofstede’s findings for the United States. This difference could be due to regional,
gender, or generational differences. Taking a broader perspective, the rise of
globalization has been correlated with a significant cross-cultural diversity among people
of any country (Yoo et al., 2011). Thus, further research is needed to determine if these
findings show a shift in cultural values in the United States or if the result of this paper
occurred due to random sampling or other external factors.
Third, this study sampled users of only one peer-to-peer sharing economy service
experience with Airbnb. For example, Michelli (2019) states that every Airbnb
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experience is different as guests are offered a completely unique experience with every
booking, unlike staying in a hotel where service is standardized. As such, consumers’
attitudes and participation with each Airbnb booking can vary greatly. Therefore, the
results of this study may lack generalizability to other sharing economy services. Future
research could include more than one SES to examine whether the results of this study
can be replicated across other SES.
Fourth, while participants in this study expressed higher attitudes and
participation towards Airbnb in general, there could be an unconscious bias towards the
brand as compared to other, lesser known SES. Therefore, future research could utilize an
experimental approach where participants are given a name and description of a fictional
SES. This approach may control for any bias towards a well-known SES as well as
confirm the findings in this exploratory study. Further, this study only considered the
perspective of consumers of SES but not the peer providers. Because balancing peer
providers (supply) and consumers (demand) is a critical component in peer-to-peer
sharing services (Kumar, Lahiria, & Dogana, 2018), future research should also
investigate the peer-providers’ role in the sharing economy.
Lastly, previous literature maintains that collectivists tend to be non-materialists
while individualists are more materialist-minded (Wong, 1997). While the dimensions of
collectivism-individualism and masculinity were not supported in this study, future
research should consider individual differences, such as materialism, self-esteem, and
previous experience. For instance, a more individualistic individual may be prone to
participate in SES to gain access to products and services usually outside of her income
level, while a more collectivist individual may choose to participate in SES to limit
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ownership of products not typically needed. Additionally, future research should also
consider other cultural values, such as self-construal, to determine its influence in the
sharing economy.
In conclusion, this research began with the aim of understanding individual
consumers’ cultural values in sharing economy services, such as Airbnb. The results from
this study, using Hofstede’s six cultural dimensions, reveal that not all cultural values are
significantly important when considering how consumers think, feel, and behave when it
comes to sharing economy services. Interestingly, the relationships between some of
these cultural values and consumers’ perceptions are counterintuitive. As limited studies
are only beginning to grasp a better understanding of the cultural influence on sharing
economy services, the findings of this exploratory study shed light on its unique
contributions and fruitful avenues for future research.
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Appendix B: Cover Letter

Dear Participant,
Thank you in advance for your participation. As a senior marketing major who is
currently completing an Honors College thesis, I am seeking participants in a study
regarding consumers’ perceptions of sharing economy services. Sharing economy
services, like Airbnb and Uber, allow individuals and groups to rent out products and
services (e.g., cars, houses, clothes, skills, etc.) with those who need them.
The survey should take around 10-15 minutes to complete. Your responses will be kept
confidential and you may exit the survey at any time without penalty. However, only
completed surveys will receive credit for taking our survey.
To participate, you must have had an experienced with Airbnb within the last six months.
In addition, you must follow the instructions carefully and respond thoughtfully in order
to complete the survey. If you do not meet the criteria, you will not be able to receive
credit. At the end of the survey, you will receive a code to paste into Mturk to receive
credit for taking our survey.
If you have any questions about this survey, please contact the Principle Investigator,
Lacey Wallace (lacey.wallace@usm.edu), or her advisor, Dr. Joanne Cao
(joanne.cao@usm.edu).
By clicking the button below, you acknowledge that your participation in this survey is
voluntary, you are 18 years of age, and that you are aware that you may choose to
terminate your participation in the study at any time and for any reason.

o Yes, I consent to participating in this study. (1)
o No, I do not consent to participating in this study. (2)
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Appendix B: Survey Instrument
Directions: To begin, please tell us about yourself.
What is your age? (in years)
________________________________________________________________
I identify as:

o Male (1)
o Female (2)
o Prefer not to say (3)
o Other (4)
In which U.S. state do you currently reside?
▼ Alabama (1) ... I do not live in the United States (53)
The sharing economy refers to providing an alternative to ownership of products and
services by exchanging offerings that have value for consumers and providers through
technology-based services. For example, if you are using Airbnb, you can stay in another
person's home, called a host. You can also be a host on Airbnb and allow other users to
stay in your home.
Sharing economy services are businesses, like Airbnb and Uber, that allow individuals
and groups to rent out products and services (e.g., cars, houses, clothes, skills, etc.) with
those who need them.

Directions: In the following sections, you will be asked about your experience with
sharing economy services. Please respond to the following questions.
As a customer, have you had any experience with sharing economy services in the past
(e.g., Uber, Lyft, Airbnb, etc.)?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
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As a customer, select all of the sharing economy services you have experienced.

▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢

Airbnb (1)
VRBO (2)
Lyme (3)
Divvy (4)
Uber (5)
Lyft (6)
Other (7) ________________________________________________
Other (8) ________________________________________________
Other (9) ________________________________________________

Have you had any experience with Airbnb as a customer in the last six months?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)

When was the last time you experienced with Airbnb?

o Ten days ago or less (1)
o More than 10 days but less than 1 month ago (2)
o Between 1 month and 2 months ago (3)
o More than 2 months but less than 6 months ago (4)
o More than 6 months ago (5)
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Please describe in detail how was your last experience with Airbnb. When and where was
your destination? What was your reason for renting an Airbnb? Was it an Airbnb Plus or
Luxe home or room?
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
Directions: In this section, please think back of your most recent experience with
Airbnb and respond to the following questions with that experience in mind.
Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement regarding your attitudes toward
Airbnb.
Strongly
disagree
(1)

Disagree
(2)

Somewhat
disagree (3)

Neither
agree nor
disagree
(4)

Somewhat
agree (5)

All things considered,
I find participating in
this service to be a
wise move.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

All things considered,
I think this service is a
positive thing.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

All things considered,
I think participating in
sharing economy
services are a good
thing.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

Overall, it makes
sense to share
products and services
within a community.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

Sharing economy is a
better mode of
consumption than
selling and buying
individually.

o

o

o

o

o

o o
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Agree
(6)

Strongly
agree (7)

Please select your level of agreement or disagreement regarding your participation with
Airbnb.
Strongly
disagree
(1)

Disagree
(2)

Somewhat
disagree (3)

Neither
agree nor
disagree
(4)

Somewhat
agree (5)

I spent a lot of time
sharing information
about my needs and
opinions with the
provider during the
service process.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

I put a lot of effort into
expressing my
personal needs to the
provider during the
service process.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

I always provide
suggestions to the
provider for improving
the service outcome.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

I have high level of
participation in the
service process.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

I am very much
involved in deciding
how the services
should be provided.

o

o

o

o

o

o o
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Agree
(6)

Strongly
agree (7)

Please select your level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements.
Strongly
disagree
(1)

Disagree
(2)

Somewhat
disagree (3)

Neither
agree nor
disagree
(4)

Somewhat
agree (5)

Individuals should
sacrifice self-interest
for the group.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

Individuals should
stick with the group
even through
difficulties.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

Group welfare is
more important than
individual rewards.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

Group success is
more important than
individual success.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

Individuals should
only pursue their
goals after
considering the
welfare of the group.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

Group loyalty should
be encouraged even
if individual goals
suffer.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

If you are reading
this statement, select
"Agree".

o

o

o

o

o

o o
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Agree
(6)

Strongly
agree (7)

Please select your level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements.
Strongly
disagree
(1)

Disagree
(2)

Somewhat
disagree (3)

Neither
agree nor
disagree
(4)

Somewhat
agree (5)

It is more important
for men to have a
professional career
than it is for women.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

Men usually solve
problems with logical
analysis; women
usually solve
problems with
intuition.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

Solving difficult
problems usually
requires an active,
forcible approach,
which is typical of
men.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

There are some jobs
that a man can
always do better than
a woman.

o

o

o

o

o

o o
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Agree
(6)

Strongly
agree (7)

Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements.
Strongly
disagree
(1)

Disagree
(2)

Somewhat
disagree (3)

Neither
agree nor
disagree
(4)

Somewhat
agree (5)

People in higher
positions should
make most decisions
without consulting
people in lower
positions.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

People in higher
positions should not
ask the opinions of
people in lower
positions too
frequently.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

People in higher
positions should
avoid social
interaction with
people in lower
positions.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

People in lower
positions should not
disagree with
decisions by people
in higher positions.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

People in higher
positions should not
delegate important
tasks to people in
lower positions.

o

o

o

o

o

o o
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Agree
(6)

Strongly
agree (7)

Please select your level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements.
Strongly
disagree
(1)

Disagree
(2)

Somewhat
disagree (3)

Neither
agree nor
disagree
(4)

Somewhat
agree (5)

It is important to have
instructions spelled out
in detail so that I
always know what I’m
expected to do.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

It is important to
closely follow
instructions and
procedures. (2)

o

o

o

o

o

o o

Rules and regulations
are important because
they inform me of what
is expected of me. (3)

o

o

o

o

o

o o

Standardized work
procedures are helpful.
(4)

o

o

o

o

o

o o

Instructions for
operations are
important. (5)

o

o

o

o

o

o o

Agree
(6)

Strongly
agree (7)

What is your level of importance or unimportance with the following statements?
Very
unimportant
(1)

Unimportant
(2)

Somewhat
unimportant
(3)

Neutral
(4)

Somewhat
important
(5)

Important
(6)

Very
important
(7)

Careful
management of
money (Thrift)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Going on
resolutely in
spite of
opposition
(Persistence)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

Personal
steadiness and
stability (3)
Long-term
planning (4)
Working hard
for success in
the future (6)
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Select your level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements.
Strongly
Disagree
(1)

Disagree
(2)

Somewhat
disagree (3)

Neither
agree nor
disagree
(4)

Somewhat
agree (5)

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o o
o o
o o

People would describe
me as impulsive
because I lose control
due to my desires.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

When I go shopping, I
buy things that I had
not intended to
purchase.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

If I see something I
want, I buy it. Later, I
regret it.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

When there are
discounts/sales for
free product offers, I
tend to make
purchases.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

In my life, having
friends is not an
important issue.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

All in all, my state of
health is good these
days.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

In my personal life, I
keep some time free
for fun.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

Taking all things
together, I would say
that I am a happy
person.

o

o

o

o

o

o o

I always buy
something to feel
better.
"Buy now, think about
it later" describes me.
I make a thorough
plan before making
purchasing decisions.
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Agree
(6)

Strongly
agree (7)

Directions: In this last section, please provide some information about yourself.
Are you of Hispanic, Latino, or of Spanish origin?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)

I identify my ethnicity as: (Select all that apply)

▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢

White or Caucasian (1)
Black or African American (2)
American Indian or Alaska Native (3)
Asian (4)
Native Hawaiian (5)
Other (6) ________________________________________________

Which region of the U.S. are you from?

o Midwest - IA, IL, IN, KS, MI, MN, MO, ND, NE, OH, SD, WI (1)
o Northeast - CT, DC, DE, MA, MD, ME, NH, NJ, NY, PA, RI, VT (2)
o Southeast - AL, AR, FL, GA, KY, LA, MS, NC, SC, TN, VA, WV (3)
o Southwest - AZ, NM, OK, TX (4)
o West - AK, CA, CO, HI, ID, MT, NV, OR, UT, WA, WY (5)
o Other (6) ________________________________________________
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My highest level of education completed is:

o Some high school (1)
o High school (or equivalent) (2)
o Some college (3)
o Associate degree (4)
o Bachelor degree (5)
o Masters degree (6)
o Doctorate degree (7)
o Professional/technical degree (8)
What is your marital status?

o Single (Never married) (1)
o Married (2)
o Divorced (3)
o Widowed (4)
o Separated (5)
My estimated household income in (previous year) before taxes is:

o Less than $25,000 (1)
o $25,000 to $49,999 (2)
o $50,000 to $74,999 (3)
o $75,000 to $99,999 (4)
o $100,000 to $124,999 (5)
o $125,000 or more (6)

Do you have any comments or concerns about this survey? If so, please enter them here.
________________________________________________________________
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